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In response to the Official Action of June 21, 2005, in which a three-month 
shortened statutory period for response was set to expire on September 21 , 
2005, and for which a Notice of Appeal is being concurrently filed, Applicant 
respectfully requests a Pre-Appeal Brief Panel to review and withdraw the 
outstanding rejections set forth in the above-mentioned Official Action in view of 
the herein contained remarks. 

Remarks begin on page 2 of this paper. 



Sir: 



1 



P21748.a11.doc1 

REMARKS 

In the above-referenced Official Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 4, 
5, 8 and 21 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over LIU et al. (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,680,482) in view of TUCKER et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,903,313) 
and STIFLE et al. (U.S. Patent No. 4,633,462). The Examiner rejected claims 9- 
13 and 24-25 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over LIU et al. in 
view of TUCKER et al., BOYCE et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,635,985) and STIFLE et 
al. The Examiner has rejected claims 2, 3, 6, 7, 22 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over LIU et al., TUCKER et al. and STIFLE et al., 
and further in view of MALLADI (U.S. Patent No. 5,818,532). The Examiner 
allowed claims 14-20. 

All of the rejected independent claims recite the following two measures 
that are used to determine a throttling amount, i.e., claims 1, 5, 9, and 12, or to 
reduce computational processing, i.e., claim 21 (reducing processing performed 
on decoded video) and 24 (reducing a number of coefficients inverse quantized 
and inverse DCT transformed): 

(i) a measure of computational processing power required to decode 
at least one bitstream of the video data; and 

(ii) a measure of processing capability of the decoder . 

The Examiner relied on a combination of the same three references in 
rejecting all six of the independent claims: LIU et al., TUCKER et al. and STIFLE 
et al. (With respect to independent claims 9, 12 and 24, the Examiner further 
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relied on BOYCE et al. to teach only reducing a number of coefficients in an 
inverse DCT, and therefore not relevant to the present discussion.) 

The Examiner has admitted that, although LIU et al. teach using (i) a 
measure of computational processing power required to decode at least one 
bitstream of the video data, and (ii) a measure of processing capability of the 
decoder, they do not disclose determining a throttling amount or reducing 
processing based on (i) and (ii). Rather, LIU et al. only teach measuring these 
parameters in order to allocate buffers. 

The Examiner has admitted that, although TUCKER et al. teach reducing 
computational processing based on (ii) a measure of processing capability of the 
decoder, they do not teach reducing processing based on (i) a measure of 
computation processing power required to decode at least one bitstream. 

The Examiner therefore relied on STIFLE et al. to teach determining a 
throttling amount/reducing processing based on (i) a measure of computational 
processing power required to decode at least one bitstream of the video data. 

However, the "throttling" disclosed by STIFLE et al. is irrelevant to the 
pending claims, which are directed to reducing computational processing . This 
includes reducing the amount of processing performed on decoded video data 
prior to displaying a picture (claims 1, 5 and 21) or reducing a number of 
coefficients inverse quantized and inverse DCT transformed by selectively setting 
coefficients to alternate values (claims 9, 12 and 24). 

In comparison, the "throttling" disclosed by STIFLE et al. is directed to 
altering the timing of retransmitting a reverse channel signal from a remote 
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subscriber in a CATV environment whenever the originally transmitted signal 
collides with a reverse channel signal from another remote subscriber. In 
particular, the signal in STIFFLE et al. is retransmitted repeatedly, if necessary, 
after respectively determined sequential delays. The length of these delays can 
be "throttled" to attempt to avoid future collisions, thereby stabilizing the system. 
See col. 4, lines 53-57. 

However, Altering the timing of a retransmission of a signal does not teach 
or suggest reducing computation processing of a decoder. 

The Examiner's response to Applicant's request for reconsideration 
underscores the unreasonableness of his position. See Advisory Action 
(September 15, 2005). 

In particular, the Examiner argued that STIFFLE et al. teach " controlling 
(regulating) the computational processing requirement of the decoder (110) 
based on a throttling amount (action)...." Advisory Action, p. 2 (emphasis added). 

The Examiner further argued that " controlling/reducing processing 
requirements is met by regulating its own transmission of data as above, since a 
decoder regulating the transmission of data obviously requires some type of 
controlling ( reducing/expanding and/or computing) processing requirements at 
the decoder's side to achieve a desired result, thereby decoder's [sic] throttling 
action becomes substantially autonomous." Id. (emphasis added). 

Clearly, the Examiner has improperly equated "controlling" retransmission 
of data with "reducing" processing of video data. First, the device in STIFLE et 
al. does not reduce the amount of processing , but rather performs the same 
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amount of processing to produce different results (e.g., the length of the delay 
before attempting the next retransmission). Second, controlling retransmission of 
data (apparently control data) is not the same as reducing the processing of the 
video data itself, as in reducing the amount of processing performed on the 
decoded video data prior to displaying a picture (claims 1, 5 and 21) or reducing 
a number of coefficients inverse quantized and inverse DCT transformed by 
selectively setting coefficients to alternate values (claims 9, 12 and 24). 



Accordingly, it is submitted that the rejection of the claims in the present 
application as unpatentable over any combination of LIU et al., TUCKER et al. 
and STIFLE et al. is inappropriate. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests 
review of the outstanding rejection and an indication of allowability of all the 
claims pending tin the present application. Such action is respectfully requested 
and is now believed to be appropriate and proper. 

Should the Examiner have any questions concerning this Reply or the 
present application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the 
undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted 



September 21 , 2005 
GREENBLUM & BERNSTEIN, P.L.C. 
1950 Roland Clarke Place 
Reston, VA 20191 
(703)716-1191 




William Pieprz 
Reg. No. 33,630 
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